












































APPENDIX A

Comment Letters Received on the Draft Initial Study






























...development is proposed, and limited to, areas covering approximately 6.05-
percent of the 90.87-acre Site, or 5.49 acres. Within the 5.49 acres proposed for
development, tree and vegetation removal will be primarily limited to the areas
proposed for new road construction and road widening. The final locations of the
micro-cabin RV pads and walking trails will have the flexibility to shift slightly,
as needed during construction, to retain trees and vegetation that may be located
within the footprint currently proposed for development.

Figure 2, Preliminary Site Design, reproduced below, shows the areas of proposed development
(please note the irregularities in the figure below, which make it very difficult to read, are
directly from the environmental documentation).

Comparing that map (as well as the map in Appendix B) and the Subject Parcel(s) map, it
appears that the figure of 5.49 acres of impact is incorrect, as is the estimate of 6.05 percent.
While it may be correct that road construction and widening activities will remove
approximately 6.05 percent of the site’s natural area, the preliminary site design map shows a
much larger area that is fragmented.

The proposed project also runs counter to County of Mendocino General Plan Resource
Management Goal 5 (Ecosystems): Prevent fragmentation and loss of the county’s oak



woodlands, forests, and wildlands and preserve their economic and ecological values and
benefits. This inconsistency is not addressed in the Draft Initial Study.

Oak woodlands provide food and vital habitat for California’s native species, including 2,000
plants, 5,000 insects and arachnids, 80 amphibians and reptiles, 160 birds, and 80 mammals—
many of which are listed as threatened, endangered, or are species of special concern, at the state
or federal level.! Davis et al. describe oaks as a “foundation species,” using Ellison et al.’s
definition of such a species as “...one that ‘controls population and community dynamics and
modulates ecosystem processes,” whose loss ‘acutely and chronically impacts fluxes of energy
and nutrients, hydrology, food webs, and biodiversity.””

Many of the endangered, threatened, and species of concern analyzed in the Draft Initial Study
depend on oak woodland habitat. We agree with the comments submitted by California Native
Plant Society Sanhedrin Chapter, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and

Adina Merenlender, PhD that the environmental analysis should be conducted in accordance
with Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations
and Sensitive Natural Communities.

As currently construed, the project should not be granted a Mitigated Negative Declaration.

MITIGATION PLAN
As discussed above, California Public Resources Code §21083.4 requires that oak impacts be
assessed and mitigated. The County of Mendocino General Plan (page 4-38) provides additional
clarity on the need to mitigate impacts to oaks:

Action Item Resource Management-28.1 The county shall develop CEQA
standards that require disclosure of impacts to all sensitive biotic communities
during review of discretionary projects. These standards shall require the
following mitigation:

...0Oak Woodland — Maintain and improve oak woodland habitat to provide for
slope stabilization, soil protection, species diversity and wildlife habitat through
the following measures:

» Comply with the Oak woodland Preservation Act regarding oak woodland
preservation to conserve the integrity and diversity of oak woodlands, and retain,
to the maximum extent feasible, existing oak woodland and chaparral
communities and other significant vegetation as part of residential, commercial,
and industrial approvals.

* Provide appropriate replacement of lost oak woodlands or preservation at a 2:1
ratio for habitat loss.

Policy Resource Management- 85
» Conserve and replant oak woodlands and stands of native oaks in community

areas and developments. Protect oak woodlands in other areas through limitations
on density and clustering.

! Meadows, R. 2007. Oaks: Research and outreach to prevent oak woodland loss. California Agriculture 61(1): 7-10.

2 Davis, F.W., D.D. Baldocchi, and C.M. Taylor. 2016. “Oak Woodlands,” chap. 25 in Ecosystems of California.
Editors: H. Mooney and E. Zavaleta. University of California Press.



GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACTS OF TREE REMOVALS
Section VIII, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft Initial Study does not analyze the
greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts of tree removal, which is in violation of California law. CEQA’s
sole GHG focus is “the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas
emissions.” Net present value of GHG emissions forms the foundation of the state’s greenhouse
reduction objectives, as well as the California Forest Protocol preservation standards. Every ton
of carbon dioxide (CO,) released into the atmosphere by oak woodland or forest conversion
represents a measurable potential adverse environmental effect, which is covered by CEQA.
Thus California requires the analysis and mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions associated with
proposed oak woodland or forest conversions.

Project mitigation that is based on the preservation (“avoided conversion”) of existing natural
lands does not adequately mitigate GHG emissions of natural lands conversion. Existing trees,
understory, and soil conserved by the mitigation, do not, suddenly, upon the protections afforded
by their conservation sequester more carbon to mitigate impacted biomass GHG emission effects
of the conversion. Newly planted trees take many years to sequester carbon in the soil,
understory, and woody mass of the trees.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Page 27 of the Draft Initial Study states (underline is used for emphasis):

ALTA contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on August
8, 2019, to request a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search and list of Native American
contacts in the area. The NAHC response letter, dated August 29, 2019, indicated
that a search of the SLF returned a positive result, and included a list of 13 Native
American tribes or individuals with cultural affiliations to the area. ALTA sent
consultation letters to all 13 contacts on September 6, 2019. Two (2) responses
were received. On September 12, the Tribal Historical Preservation Officer
(THPO) for the Hopland Band of Pomo Indians requested to be consulted for the
project. On September 18, the THPO for the Kaisha Band of Pomo Indians
responded and informed ALTA that the project is outside of the Tribe’s aboriginal
territory. As of the date of this Initial Study, no additional correspondence has
been received (ALTA, 2019).

Although the project, as currently designed, is not anticipated to have an adverse
effect on cultural resources, ALTA included three (3) recommendations in the
Archaeological Report in order to ensure cultural resources are not adversely
impacted by the project, including the recommendation for further consultation
with the Hopland Band of Pomo Indians, as requested by the Tribe, and protocol
should cultural resources or human remains be inadvertently discovered, similar
to the County’s “Discovery Clause”. A standard condition advising the Applicant
of the County’s “Discovery Clause” is recommended, which establishes
procedures to follow in the event that archaeological or cultural resources or
human remains are unearthed during project construction, including but not
limited to Site preparation and excavation, in accordance with Mendocino County
Code Sections 22.12.090 and 22.12.100.




Discussion: It is understood that it is important to maintain the confidentiality of the details of
the tribal cultural resources analysis for the project. That said, it is concerning that the Mitigation
and Monitoring Program has no provisions for potential project impacts to Tribal Cultural
Resources of a site that is listed with the Native Heritage Commission as Sacred Land. It is also
troubling, given the Sacred Land designation, that follow-up was not required after only two
responses were received to the 13 consultation letters sent.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS
The perfunctory manner in which the proposed project’s oak impacts were analyzed is
inadequate for the protection of California’s primary old growth resource and the cultural,
habitat, and GHG functions oaks provide. Thank you for your consideration of our comments.
We welcome your inquiry should additional input be helpful.

Sincerely,

4 wn&{/ 3 v(’//ch/ ) 4 ’?Z e
; ﬁl,\/rﬁ,u_ St

Janet Cobb Angela Moskow
Executive Officer Manager, California Oaks Coalition
California Wildlife Foundation

cc: Kate Marianchild, Author, Activist, and Naturalist
Jennifer Riddell, Co-President, Sanhedrin Chapter CNPS Board
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MAY 08 2020
Jesse Davis, Senior Planner

County of Mendocino STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Planning and Building Services

860 North Bush Street

Ukiah, CA 95482

Subject: Brutacao Vineyards’ Gateway House, State Clearinghouse
Number 2020040111

Dear Jesse Davis:

On April 8, 2020, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of
Completion for a draft Initial Study (IS) from the County of Mendocino (Lead Agency) for the
Brutacao Vineyards’ Gateway House (Project), Mendocino County, California. CDFW
understands that the Lead Agency will accept comments on the Project through May 11, 2020.
CDFW staff conducted a site visit on November 11, 2019 and provided comments to the Lead
Agency on the Project on March 4, 2020. As a Trustee for the State’s fish and wildlife resources,
CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife,
native plants and the habitat necessary to sustain their populations. As a Responsible Agency,
CDFW administers the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and other provisions of the
Fish and Game Code that conserve the State’s fish and wildlife public trust resources. CDFW
offers the following comments and recommendations in our role as a Trustee and Responsible
Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resource
Code section 21000 et seq. These comments are intended to assist the Lead Agency in making
informed decisions prior to the development of the Project’s Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND).

CDFW’s primary concern is that the draft IS does not include sufficient detail for the MND to
analyze the Project’s potential impacts to:

rare plant populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (SNC)
oak woodlands,

wildlife Species of Special Concern and their habitat,

an established wildlife movement corridor, and

wetlands and riparian areas

Project Description

The Project site is located approximately 3.1 miles east of Hopland south of Highway 175 and
east of Old Toll Road in Mendocino County. The Project site is undeveloped rangeland
dominated by grasslands and oak woodlands and is boarded by agricultural land including
vineyards. The Project proposes development of a recreational facility with a two-story lodge

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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and up to 45 semi-permanent micro-cabins placed on the ridges across 90.87-acre site (APNs
048-270-24, 048-270-23, and a portion of 048-270-22). The cabins will sit on pads that include
an outdoor picnic area and fire pit; most will have adjacent parking areas, but some will be
designated as ‘walk-in’ with parking located away from the cabin. Each cabin will have water,
wastewater disposal, and electric provided by underground utilities. Development will include
installation of a well, septic system, and underground utilities, in addition to construction of
walking trails, access roads to the cabins, a lodge parking area with secondary site
ingress/egress, and widening of an existing road to access the site from Old Toll Road. The
yearly average occupancy rate is expected to be 85 percent with the maximum capacity of 110
guests.

Survey Data

A habitat assessment and surveys for rare plants, natural communities, and wildlife species
have not yet been conducted and a wetland delineation have not yet been completed. The
Project’s preliminary biological report states, “seasonally-appropriate biological surveys and
wetland delineation will be completed prior to implementation of the project.” Because the
baseline of environmental setting is uncertain, CDFW, other agencies, and the public do not
have a basis from which to assess the potential impacts to biological resources or the
significance of these potential impacts. Conducting surveys just before ground disturbance and
after the CEQA process is completed does not comport with a substantial mandate of CEQA to
disclose a Project’s potentially significant impacts and to provide feasible and effective
mitigations, as needed. Surveys should be comprehensive over the entire Project site, including
areas that will be directly or indirectly impacted by the project.

The MND should be informed by survey results and a habitat assessment to adequately analyze
the Project’s potential impacts to biological resources. The MND should include effective
mitigation to reduce potential impacts to less than significant (Recommendation 1).

Rare Plants and Sensitive Natural Communities

The IS does not include sufficient information to determine potential impacts or their significance
to rare plant populations or SNCs.

A survey of the Project site was conducted in November 2019 and no rare plant populations
were identified. The preliminary biological report indicates at least five rare plant species have
the potential to be present on-site. The draft Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP) includes
mitigation measure BIO-1, which states “if special status plant populations are observed and
cannot be avoided, consultation with CDFW will be initiated to relocate the plants” but does not
propose compensatory mitigation or performance standards if impacts to the plant populations
occur.

Without the results of rare plant surveys, CDFW, the public, and the Lead Agency cannot
determine what sensitive plants occur on the project site or to what degree impacts to them will
be significant. The proposed mitigation of relocating rare plants if they cannot be avoided, has
been demonstrated to have a low likelihood of success. An extensive analysis of the success
of rare plant relocation projects, showed that of 53 rare plant transplantation, relocation, or
reintroduction attempts reviewed, only 15 percent (eight projects) were considered fully
successful (Fiedler 1991). For this reason and given the absence of performance standards
and relocation details, CDFW finds the Project’s proposed mitigation of relocating rare plants
would have an extremely low likelihood of reducing impacts to a less than significant level.
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Additionally, the IS does not identify SNCs on-site but describes several plant species that are
diagnostic for at least two SNCs including Valley Oak (Quercus lobate) Forest and Woodland
and Madrone (Arbutus menziesii) Forest with a State ranks of S3 (imperiled). Natural
communities with State Ranks of S1-S3 are SNCs and should be addressed in the
environmental review processes of CEQA. Valley oak woodland is a SNC with a State rank of
S3. Coast live oak woodlands have a number of associations with State ranks of S3, but the IS
does not describe natural communities in sufficient detail to determine, which, if any of the oak
natural community associations are present on-site or if they may be sensitive.

Lastly, the preliminary biological report described the site as having “non-native grasslands” but
this report does not describe the dominant plant species comprising the grassland, thus, CDFW
cannot determine to what degree the grassland is comprised of native plant species, and thus
would be considered a semi-natural plant community. Several native grassland alliances may
have a substantial non-native plant component, yet meet the criteria for being SNCs (see
https://wildlife.ca.gov/data/vegcamp/natural-communities#grasslands).

CDFW recommends surveys for rare plants and SNCs be conducted according to Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive
Natural Communities. These survey results should be used to analyze potential impacts in the
MND; the MND should propose mitigation including performance criteria to reduce any impacts to
less than significant (Recommendation 2).

Oaks and Oak Woodlands

The IS does not include sufficient information to determine potential impacts to oak woodlands.
Pursuant to CEQA section 21083.4(b), “...a county shall determine whether a project with its
jurisdiction may result in the conversion of oak woodlands that will have a significant effect on
the environment.” The IS describes the Project site as forested with blue oak woodlands and
identifies blue oak (Quercus douglasii), interior live oak (Q. wislizeni), valley oak (Q. lobata) and
California black oak (Q. kelloggii) but does not describe the location, extent of these species on-
site, or discuss potential impacts to oak woodlands. The IS states tree and vegetation removal
will be restricted to “the footprints of the micro-cabin RV pads, access roads/trails, lodge facility
and parking area, and as required by CalFire for fire suppression.” Even with restricted trimming
and removal, a substantial removal of oak woodlands could result in a significant impact.

Regardless of their natural community status, oak woodlands are extremely valuable wildlife
habitat. In California, oak woodlands have the greatest wildlife species richness of any other
habitat in the state with over 330 species of amphibians, birds, and mammals relying upon
these habitats at some point during their lives (CalPIF 2002). Oak woodlands have experienced
ongoing declines due to conversion for agricultural uses, and oak woodlands are also impacted
by low recruitment, novel pathogens, competition from invasive species, and fire suppression
(Whipple et al. 2011). California has lost approximately 1/3 of its of historic oak woodland
habitat statewide (CalPIF 2002). Because oaks are slow-growing trees, the substantial habitat
and ecosystem value that mature trees provide is difficult to replace.

The MND should disclose the number, species, and size of oak trees and that cannot be
avoided and quantify the loss, degradation, and fragmentation of oak woodlands and propose
effective mitigations, if this impact is determined to be significant. This analysis should presume
that vegetation will be substantially cleared, and trees removed within 100 feet of all structures,
pursuant to current fire-safe buffer standards. In addition, the MND should include a
requirement for an Oak MMP to be developed and mitigation should include performance
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standards and protection in perpetuity. To the extent feasible, mitigation should be on-site to
recreate and eventually re-establish the oak woodland habitat lost by the Project’s
implementation.

To reduce the significance of impact to oak woodlands, CDFW recommends the following
mitigation ratios:

<1” dbh replaced at a minimum 1:1 mitigation ratio
1-11” dbh replaced at a minimum 6:1 mitigation ratio
12-18” dbh replaced at a minimum 8:1 mitigation ratio
18” dbh replaced at a minimum 10:1 mitigation ratio

These ratios are consistent with prior CDFW recommendations for projects with oak woodland
impacts and may be modified upon further consultation with CDOFW (Recommendation 3).

Wildlife Species of Special Concern

The IS does not describe the location or extent of suitable habitat for Species of Special
Concern and does not include sufficient information to determine potential the direct or indirect
impacts to these species or their habitats.

The preliminary biological report identified the potential for seven Species of Concern to be on-
site but concludes the site has “limited” or “few suitable” habitat locations. The report does not
include supporting information such as a habitat assessment or surveys beyond the statement
“only ruderal grassland, Class Ill drainage, and blue oak woodland habitats were found to be
present on-site, eliminating many of the sensitive species specific to other types of habitats.” As
discussed above, oak woodlands are extremely valuable habitat to wildlife species.

The IS states, “tree and vegetation removal will be minimized to the greatest extent feasible in
order to protect the forested nature of the Site, which provide suitable habitat for candidate,
sensitive, or special status species,” but does not indicate which species these may be. The
draft MMP’s provides protocols to mitigate impacts associated with tree trimming and removal
by avoiding active bird nests during breeding season but the loss of oak woodland habitat for
other wildlife species is not considered.

Surveys should be conducted to develop a biological assessment that describes the location
and extent of on-site habitat and the presence of Species of Special Concern including bird
species that are year-round residents and that were observed on-site during the November
2019 survey. These species are oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), wrentit (Chamaea
fasciata), and Nuttal’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii) and all have the potential to nest onsite.
This information should be used to analyze potential impacts in the MND. If avoidance and
minimization is not feasible, effective mitigation should be proposed to reduce impacts to less
than significant.

Wildlife Corridors

The IS does not provide adequate information to determine the Project will not interfere
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife corridor. The Project
site is within a North-South habitat connectivity linkage identified in the California Essential
Habitat Connectivity Project (Spencer et al. 2010). The “uncultivated” lands of McDowell Valley
(the area traced by Old Toll Road and Younce Road south of Highway 175) is an important low
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elevation corridor connecting both sides of the Russian River valley (J. Brashares, personal
communication, May 3, 2020). The Project site is also identified as core habitat for many large
mammal species in the Northern Mayacamas — Coast Range linkage (Penrod et al. 2013). The
Project site is part of an important wildlife corridor connecting large tracks of wildlands and
because its undeveloped parcels provide quality wildlife habitat in comparison to the more
intensively managed agricultural lands that border the Project site to the north and south.

While the Project proposes to permanently impact less than seven acres across the 90.87-acre
site, the permanent installation of micro-cabins, access roads, and sustained human presence
has a high potential to impact wildlife movement through this established corridor.

The MND should include mitigation measures to maintain wildlife movement through this
established wildlife corridor including the installation of down-cast lighting to reduce light
pollution, incorporating wildlife-friendly fencing designs, and solid waste storage practices to
reduce human-wildlife interactions. The Project should develop avoidance and minimization
measures including reducing the Project’s footprint by clustering the locations of the micro-
cabins, reducing the amount of new access roads, and reducing the distance between the
micro-cabins (Recommendation 4).

Wetlands and Riparian Areas

The IS does not include sufficient information including the location or extent of on-site wetland
and riparian habitat to determine potential impacts to on-site wetland and riparian areas.
Several ephemeral drainages pass through the Project site and during the November 14, 2019
site visit, CDFW staff noted the presence of riparian vegetation including live oak and California
buckeye at these dry sites.

The MND should be informed by a wetland delineation and disclose the potential direct and
indirect impacts to riparian vegetation that may occur. If potential impacts are identified, the
MND should propose effective mitigation and include performance standards. Mitigation ratios
of greater than 1:1 should be included to achieve a no-net-loss of wetlands or riparian habitat
and should establish a minimum disturbance buffer of 100 feet from these resources
(Recommendation 5).

Summary of Recommendations

CDFW has several recommendations for the Lead Agency to identify potentially significant
impacts and ensure these impacts are reduced to less than significant by proposing effective
mitigation in the MND.

1. The Project’'s MND should be informed by survey results and a habitat assessment to
adequately analyze the Project’s potential impacts to biological resources including rare
plants SNCs, and wildlife Species of Special Concern. The MND should include effective
mitigation to reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

2. Surveys for rare plants and SNCs should be conducted according to Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and
Sensitive Natural Communities.

3. The MND should quantify the loss, degradation, and fragmentation of oak woodlands and
if significant, propose effective mitigation including the development of an Oak MMP.
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4. The MND should include mitigation measures to maintain wildlife movement through this
established wildlife corridor and reduce human-wildlife interaction.

5. CDFW recommends the MND analyze the potential impacts to aquatic and riparian
habitats, and if these impacts are determined to be significant, propose effective
mitigations that include performance standards.

These changes are necessary for CDFW to determine that the Project will have a less than
significant impact on biological resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft IS. CDFW staff are available to meet
with you to consult with or address the contents of this letter in greater depth. If you have
questions on this matter or would like to discuss these recommendations, please contact Senior
Environmental Scientist Specialist Jennifer Garrison at

(707) 477-7792 or by e-mail at Jennifer.Garrison@uwildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:
E@-»V’ LBabcock
974D273FEE784E2...
Curt Babcock
Habitat Conservation Program Manager

References: Page 7

ec: Jesse Davis
County of Mendocino
davisj@mendocinocounty.org

Gil Falcone
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Gil.Falcone@waterboards.ca.gov

Gordon Leppig, Jennifer Garrison, Dana Mason

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Gordon.Leppig@wildlife.ca.gov, Jennifer.Garrison@wildlife.ca.qgov,
Dana.Mason@wildlife.ca.gov
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Mendocino County Planning Department May 8, 2020
Mendocino County Planning Commission

Mr. Jesse Davis, Senior Planner

860 N. Bush Street Ukiah, CA 95482

Mr. Davis,

| am writing on behalf of my family, Tony & Nancy, and our sons Walker and Duncan. We live at 13800
Old Toll Road, Hopland CA in the house we built in 1998. Our property is contiguous to the proposed
Getaway resort project and we strongly believe our way of life will be directly and negatively impacted if
this project is allowed to proceed.

Getaway Homes is functionally a hotel resort operator developing projects in a way to avoid the zoning
and building codes typically required, for good reason, for hotels & resorts. The cabins are on wheels
only for delivery and to avoid the normal permitting process. Five of the forty-five proposed cabin sites
on the ninety-acre parcel are within 200 yards of my home. That does not seem appropriate for zoned
Rangeland with 160-acre minimums.

The Old Toll Road is a very rural road with a one lane bridge adjacent to Highway 175 just outside of
Hopland. The road surface has some paving but is mostly evolved from chip seal resurfacing with the
base rock exposed in many areas. The county does a respectable job filling potholes and repairing the
bridge, but maintenance resources scarce and spread across a very large county.

The Getaway project proposes 45 transient residences plus caretakers and maintenance staff. This will
add potentially 100 or more trips per day to this old road and bridge. The residents that currently live on
this narrow road drive slowly and practice etiquette when passing, especially when approaching and
crossing the bridge. The additional traffic will quickly degrade the road surface and stress the bridge
beyond loads it was designed for, requiring increased maintenance and earlier replacement.

This area of the county is an extreme wildfire risk area and this parcel along with everything east of the
Old Toll Road was evacuated in 2018 for a week due to fires on the adjacent ridge. Getaway specifically
caters to urban clientele unused to the constant vigilance required to prevent wildfires here. Smoking,
firepits, cars arriving with hot exhaust from long trips are all threats to our lives and property. Many
cities allow fireworks in July and the likelihood is there that one of the hundreds of guests that week will
decide bring fireworks on their ‘camping’ trip.

PG&E implemented PSPS twice in this area last year and left us without power for weeks requiring
generators for lights, refrigeration and to pumping water and sewage. The inexperienced visitor caught



in a power outage may resort to candles and cook fires, greatly increasing the chance of starting a fire.
The power shut offs are likely to continue for the next five to ten years.

It doesn’t take any imagination to envision a wind driven fire started by a careless smoker racing up the
steep hillsides to engulf these forty-five cabins in minutes. It happened several times in the last two
years in northern California, killing many and causing terrible damage to lives and property. This project
concentrates urban travelers in a steep fire-prone hillside site with restricted egress and is not
appropriate for California oak grassland in an era of changing climate, increasing heat and reduced
rainfall.

The projected water demand estimate of 4,000 gallons per day for the whole site is a fairytale at best
and unscrupulous at worst. 100 people washing, bathing, cleaning and going to the bathroom will use
far more than 40 gallons each. The caretakers house will use at least 1,000 gallons per day and the
laundry plant will use the same.

The project proposes to drill a new water well adjacent to three existing wells over half a mile from the
project. This should not be allowed for a project of this scale. Water resources are finite in this valley
and the vineyards planted here for the last fifty years depend on this small aquifer to grow high quality
grapes for the local economy. Pumping from any of the existing well currently affects the others.
Concentrating another well at this location will lower the water table for all and require existing pumps
to be reset lower at great cost.

If the project site cannot support the proposed use within the parcel boundaries, then it should not be
allowed to proceed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. | urge you and your colleagues to find the
proposed Getaway House project inappropriate for this location and these changing times, and deny the
application.

Tony Stephen & Nancy Walker
13800 Old Toll Road
Hopland, CA 95449

tonytrustwine@gmail.com

(707) 688-3628
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